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Dear Sir: SECTOR OFFICE 
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Applicant petitions from the Examiner's refusal to examine 
the application as to the prior art. Applicant respectfully 
requests early and full examination of the application on its 
merits, including the prior art. 

BACKGROUND 

In the Office Action dated January 30, 2002, the Examiner 
declined to analyze the claims with respect to the prior art, or 
to even search the prior art, for the reason that the claims are S 

o 

allegedly too indefinite and incomplete. 

During the in person interview of April 9, 2 002, the 
Examiner was requested to re-consider the refusal to examine the § 
application with regard to prior art. The Examiner declined to 
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reverse his position during the interview. 

Applicant respectfully petitions from these refusals to 
fully examine the merits of the application. 



The Examiner's refusal to analyze the claims with respect to 
the prior art, or to even search the prior art, is contrary to 
published policy of the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office (PTO) . 

It is published PTO policy to deny search in an application 
only in the case of applications so grossly informal as to be 
incomprehensible. See M.P.E.P. § 702.01 (8 th ed. 2001). That 
does not apply in the case of the present application, which 
conforms with requirements of 35 U.S.C. § 112, H 1 st . The reaons 
why this is so are explained in detail in the Remarks to the 
Amendment filed herewith. Piecemeal examination is against 
published PTO policy. Id. at § 707.07(g). 



Applicant respectfully submits that the Examiner's refusal 
to search and analyze the prior art is not appropriate and 
requests that the claims be fully examined, including search of 
the prior art and analysis with respect to the prior art. 

A check for the petition fee of $130.00 is submitted 
herewith. The Director of Patents and Trademarks is authorized 
to charge any fee deemed necessary for consideration of this 
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petition, or deposit any credit balance if no fee is deemed to be 
necessary, to to Deposit Account No. 18-1579. 



Respectfully submitted, 




Jon L. Roberts, Ph.D. 
Reg. No. 31,293 



Roberts Abokhair & 

Mardula, LLC 
11800 Sunrise Valley Dr. 
Suite 1000 
Reston, VA 20191 
(703) 391-2900 
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